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NATIONAL CENTER-,MISSION STATEMENT

The National Center for Research in Vocational Education's)mission
isto_increase the ability'of_diverse agencies, institutions, and
organizations to solve educational problems relating to individual
career planning, preparation and progression. The National Center
fulfills its mission by:

o Gederating knowledge through research

o Developing educational' programs and products ,

o Evaluating individual program needs and outcomes

-o Providing information for national planning and policy

o Installing educational programs and
4

o Operating informationsystems and services .
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o Conducting leadership development and training. programs
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FOREWORD

Provisions were made in_the Education AMendments of 1976 (PA. 94-482) for
state - administered program improvement projects. During the 1978 and 1979
fiscal years,1,560 research,_innovative and'exemplary*_And curriculum
development projects were conducted under this legislative provision.
Information about these projects have been reported with respect to location*
funding levels, funding recipients, educstional_levelS,_prObleM_Areat and
outcomes. This summary report will be helpful to legislators, federal program
administrators, and state agency personnel by providing answers to questions.
such as:

o HOW many projects were conducted and how much money was obligated?
6 HOW do states compare in the number and kind of projects conducted

And the_amount:Of funds obligated?
o Are projects addressing critical problems and issues?
o What is the relative emphasis on target audiences and problem

areas?
o What kinds of agencies and organizations are condUcting the* work?

We are pleased to disseminate this summary of state- program improvement
projects so that it might be used for program planning andpatcy development.

_We.wish to thank the -staff members of the state research coordinating
units_for this cooperation in supmitting project descriptions. Ronald.D.
McCage, Manager, Research-`and CeVelopment_Section, Illinois State Department
of Adult, Vocational and Technical Education, Springfield, Illinois, Etta
Keyes, Director, Vocational Education Information Network (VEIN),'MillersVille'
State_College, Millersville, Pennsylvania; and Donald K. Erickson,_ Director,
'ERIC for Handicapped, and Gifted Children, Reston, Virginia
served on the National Center Clearinghouse panel.

Re-cognition is given to_Joel_11. Magisost Associate Director for_Informa-
tion Systems, Wesley E._Budkei Clearinghouse DireCtor; Ida Halasz-Salster;
ReSearthSpetialist; and Carl F._Oldsen*_Research Specialist, for their part
in- assembling the inforitatidn and_preparing_this;publication. Appreciation
also is.expressed_toCarroll Curtis, Pennsylvania RCU_Director,_and Fred:

1 Haddad, Consultant; Connecticut State Department_Of_EduCation, for their
critical: review of the matuscripepriOr 16 its final revision and publication.

Robert E. Taylor
Executive Director
The National Center for

Research in Vocational Education



INTRODUCTION'

__The_VocationaI_Education Act_of_1963(PiL. 88 -2,0) was the landmark
legislation for vocational education program improve nt because it contained
broad provisions for research,, training, ekperimental, nd demonstration or_
pilot progtams. Funding authorized under the legislatio was appropriated by
Congress and allocated by the Commissioner for institutio l_capacity building
and for such priorities.as prOgram_evaluation, resource dev= opment,
vocational' guidance and career choice, organization and adMin stiation, and
new_careers. The subsequent Vocational Education Att of 1968 .L; 90 -576)

authorized support of grants for research, training, exemplary p grams, and
curriculum development._ Part of the research and exemplary piogr- -s was to be
administered at the state level.

Ax;_assessment by the Committee for Vocational Education_Retearch_a
Development. (COVERD, 1976) was highly critical of the vocational educati
research and development programbecause of its apparent.Iack of impactdne to
shifting research priorities, geographic restriction on distribution of R&D\
funds, lack-of coordination between partg; inidequate'disseination and
utilizationifailure to_examine impact, and slow startup., COVERD_faulted
vocational education R&D for not focusing on the larger philosophical and
policy issues during the previous 10-year period. Other studies by Rand end
Developmeht Associates raised concerns about other aspects of the R&D program.

The EducatiOnAtendMents of 1976 (P.L. 94-482) responded to many of'the,
concerns raised about vocational R&D. It provided for Programs -of National
Significance to be administered at the federal-level-and forjrogram
Improvement and SupporVervicestobe administered at the state leveIi The
act encouraged consolidation -of programs;- better management; and
accountability: The Rules and Regulations for .the act required_the_state
research coordinating units to submit Abstracts of_contracted program
improvement projects to The National Center for Research in Vocational
Education and to submit_reports and products.resuIting from the'prOjects
within-90 -days of completion of the project. The National Center, through its
Clearinghouse, publishes abstracts of program improvement projects in
Resources in Vocational Education bimonthly and in'Current_Projects in
Vocational Education annually, as well as maintains the information in its
files fot review -and analysis.

This database of state program improvement project descriptions.canbe
helpful to_ practitioners, researchers, administrators, and policy makers:-
Analysis of information in_the'databa,e can-provide answers re:many program
development and policy-making questions.

The first analysis of thisdatabase_is reported here. It provides summary
data about projects_ conducted in the states and their focus. It provides'

information,about where projects were conducted, by whom, for What purpose,
AWUrithiwhat_resulta. This report does not deal with qpalitative,and
programmatic' dimensions of 'state program improvement projects, nor with
jakpact._ These dimensions need further investigationwhich.canbe facilitated
by the database,



METHODOLOGY

The_database of state-administeredprogram improvement prOjetta_hab been
compiled from_descriptive abstracts provided by state research coordinating
units. The abstracts served as the data source for the review and analysis
conducted by the Clearinghouse staff. The basic steps taken by the staff are
described below:

I. Abstracts were reviewed byClearinghbuse staff to make sure -that all
bibliographic and funding information was complete.' If some
information was missing, states were asked to supply it.

r
2. Lists of projects were compiled and sent to research" coordinating unit

directors for verification;

3..
.

Key variables were edited and indexed in the ERIC format:

_
4. Key variables were coded for comptiter analysis (i.e., state, fiscal

year, legislative section number, project beginning and ending dates,
amount of funding, recipient institution, legislative and federal
priorities addressedi_educational level, target population; vocational
service area, and products or outcomes).

5. Data were sorted and'tabulated using the Statistical Pac4e for the
Social Sciences (SPSS).

I

b. Data were aggregated for display in the six tables inthe Findings
section.

7. Data in the tables were Ciscribed and analyzed for ConclUsions,
implications, and recommendations.

The methodology used can be replicated in subsequent ears as more data become
available.



FINDINGS

The findings reported in this section are based upon data drawn from
program improvement project abstracts supplied by state research coordinating

-units. It is_believed'that the data is relatively complete- (i.e., -in excess.
of 90 percent) because lists of these project abstracts were verified as
complete by research-coordinating units who administer the program improvement
activities. The data listed below were chosen for attention in this report:

1. State program improvement projects by state in Table I.

2. State program improvement projects by legislative section in Table II.

3. Recipient of project funding'in Table III.

4. Target educational levels in,TabIe IV.

5. Problem areas addressed by projects in Table V.

6. Products 'and outcomes of projects in Table VI.

The number and funding amounts of projects are displayed by state and
legislative section in Appendix A.

Table_I shows the number of vocational education prOgra0 improvement
projects -and Federal funds obligated for projects in each of the states and
territories under provisions of Sections 131; 132; and 133 of P.L. 94-482
during FY 1978 and 1979.

1. For the two year period; states and territories reported 1,560.program
improvement projects for which $39,205,436 was obligated,

2. The number of_program tnprovemeht projects ranged from two in New
Hampshire, to 134 in Illinois; however, only one territory reported a
project.

3. Obligations_for_progrm improvementlurimg the two years ranged from
$20,125 in New Hampshire to $4;946;973 in TeXaS.

4. The average funding_for_projects was $25;132; witha range of $4,882
in North Dakota to $78,818 in tho DiStriCt of-OluMbia.

5. Funding 1#vel for individual projects ranged from $366 to $649,60.



TABLE I
FY 1978 and FY 1979 STATE\PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

BY STATE

State or
Territory

Number of
Projects

Obligated
FUnda

Alabama 10 138,701
Alaska 10 83,714
Arizona 31 376.176
Arkansas 19 460;196
California 54 2,767,715

'Colorado 14 292,183
Connecticut 26 . 279,196
Delaware , 5 61,977
District of Columbia 4 315,273
Florida 50 1,911,998

Georgia 12 628,278
Hawaii 6 41,910
Idaho_ 22 207,244
Illinois 134. 4,250,485
Indiana 47 1;543;262

Iowa: . 47 842;121
Kansas 31 317,366
Kentucky 21 430;491
LoUisiana :4 318,032
Maine "3 48,374

Maryland, 65 787,463
Massachusetts 14 961,228
Michigan 11 865,250
Minnesota 36 824,005
Mississippi 10 622,475

Missouri 20 155;327
Montana 16 195,701
Nebraska 4 54,621
Nevada
New Hampshire

t 8

2

112,998
20,126

New Jersey 47 827;387
New Mexico -14 518,660
New_York_ 91 3,069,311
North Carolina 7 198,526
North Dakota 29 141,573

`4



TABLE I. continued

State or
Territory

Number of
Projects

Obligated
Funds-

Ohio 79 2,502,339
Oklahoma . 8

75,055
Oregon 37 427,573
Pennsylvania 123 0 2,007,993
Rhode Island 9 62,966

South Carolina 3 66,295
South Dakota ' 4 253,000
Tennessee 29 717,333
Texas 95 4,946,973
Utah 4 62.,89

/
Vermont 12 104,068
Virginia 54 1,31'9,483
Washington 31 2t20533
Wett Virginia 52 588,619
Wisconsin 59 847,099

Wyoming_ 26 167,210
Puerto Rico 1 94,528

TOTALS " 1,560 39,205,436

Table II shows the distribution of projects and funds obligated across the
programJimproVement sections (i.e., research, innovative and eiemplary, and
Curriculum development),

1. Overall program improvement funiinf was divided among sections
approximately equally; however_, eeveral states chose to fund projects
under only one or two of the three sections (Appendix A).

The 516 projects conducted under Section 131 (research) were funded at
an average of $25,507.

3. The.577 projects conducted under Section 132 (innovative and
exemplary) were funded it'en average of $23,558.

4. The 467 projects conducted under Section 133 (curriculum development)
were funded at an average of $26,661.



5. The average funding for state projects within each of the sections
(Appendix A) was extremely variable
- research projects ranged from $481 to $65,978 _

- innovative and exemplary projects ranged from$3i011 to $171,691
curriculum development projects ranged from $685 to $335,662

TABLE II
FY 19 1979 STATE PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

BY LEGISLATIVESECTION

Legi=lacive Section
under Subpart 3
PL 94-482

Section 131, Research"-

Section 132, Innov i e
And Exemplary

Settion 133, Curriculum
Development

TOTAL

C

Number of
Pro ects

Obligated
Funds

516 13,161,524

577 13)593,187

467 ,450,725

1,560 39,205,435

Table III shows the recipients of project funding in several categories.
All funding amounts by category are rounded. Percentages shown are for the
amount of funds, not for projects.

411 .

1. Over 86 percent of the funding was for projects conducted by
educational agencies.

2. Fouryear colleges and universities conducted 33.5 percent of the
projects, followed by local educational agencies (28.6 percent),
two -year colleges (13.4 percent) and state education agencies (6.1
percent).

/

. Wm-educational agencies (i.e., research centers; private businesses,
and professional associations) conducted projects which were supported
with 8.8 percent of the funds.

4. intermediate education agencies conducted'32 projects Which were
fLnded at an average of $60,281, which wal over twice as large as the
average size ilrOltEt overall:



Table III
RECIPIENTS OF PROJECT FUNDING

Institution
or Agency :

Number of
Projects

Obligated
Funds

Percent of
Funding

. .

4-Year College/University

Lbcal Education Agency
e

.

;2- Year College (Jr. College/

440

477
v...

.

13,151,000

11,203,000

33,5

28.6

Technical School/Codinunity
College) 287 5;248;000 13.4

State Education Agency 92 2,406;000 6.1

Research Center. 57. 2,206;000 5.6

Intermediate Education Agency 32 1,929,000 4.9

None/Information Not Available 61 1,612,000 4.1

Private Business 36 844,000 2.2
I

Professional Assoclation 1p 314,000 .8

Other 18 291,000 .7

TOTALS 1,560 1204;000* 100.0

*Actual total is $39,205,436.00; difference due to rounding.

Table IV provides information on_the number of projects_aad funding
directed toward target educational levels or combinations of educational
levels.

1. The focus of 44.1_percent of the program improvement projects was
upon secondary and postsecondary or postsecondary and adult
educational levels.

2. The focus of 38.9_percent_of the work_was upon less-tharrpostsecondary
education levels (i.e., elementary, elementary and secondary, and
secondary).

-
Focus on educational levels was not applicable in 201 (16.9 percent)
of the projects.



TABLE IV
TARGET EDUCATION LEVELS

Educational .

Level
Number of
Projects

-,Obligated
Funds

_Percent
of Funding

Secondary (7-12) 485 J0,268,000 26.2

Post econdary and Adi4lt
(13- Adult) 461 10,047,000 25.6

Secondary and Postsecondar
-(10-14) 260 7,245,000 18.5

Not Applicable 201 6,642;000 16.9

Elementary and Secondary (K-12) 131. 4,428,0p0 11.3

ElemeW;;;Tr=6)
.

21 576,000 1.4

TOTALS 1,560 39i206i000*

'Actual total is $39,205,436.00; di4trence due to rounding.

Table -V shows the problem areas addressed by_t4estate7adminiatered Voca-
tionaleduCqtion_program ithprovementA3rojects funded during FY_197,8 and 1979.
,The "Not Applicable -category is quite large. because, products such as.
technical reports and monographs; management and policy information pd
consortiumekand networks' were not directed at such levels.

=_

1. Over 80 percent of the projects addressed problems relevantto federal
Administrative and legislative priorities.

The 'pvgest peicentage (32.4:percent) was in the area of curriculum
(i.e., management, development).

3. A large percentage (16.2 percent) 'of projects was related to special
needs populations (i.e., handicapped; gifted, disadvantaged)..

4. Plannite; data; and accountability projects accounted for 10.1 percent
of the funding. .

0
jr
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TABLE V
PROBLEM AREAS ADDRESSED BY iRd..TECTS,;

Number_of
Problem Area Projects

Obligated
. Funds-

Curriculum_Management/Curriculum
Development Procedures 487 12,687,000 47

None/I-nformation Not Available 302 7,156;000

i'

Special Needs (Handicapped;
GiftM; Disadvantaged) :227 6;353;000.

Planning,Data & Accountability 150 4,005,000

Guidance for Careers/Vocations 98 :2,379;000

Education to Work Transition 1,387,;000

Equity/CiviI Rights 60 1,358,000

Other Federal Priority 63 1,370,000
_

AdMiniatration_of State/Local
Vocational Education Agencies. 33- 897,000

Basic Skills 24 642,000

Availability/Accessibility to Adults 32 517,000

"Urban /Rural /Youth 27 453,00%

Percent of
Funding

32.4

-18.2 .2

16.2

10.1

6.1

3.5

3.5

3.5

2.3

1.6

1.3

1.2

TOTALS 1;560 39;204;000* 100.0

-*
_ActuaItotal is $39;205;436.00; difference-due to rounding;-

Table VI shows the nature of,prodUcts9and.outcomes of the 1i560 vocational
education program Improvement projects administered` by theott,stes in FY 1978
And 1979.

1. Curriculum and instructional" products resulted from 534 or .4
percent of the projects.

_ .

2. yersonnel training was the outcome of 247 or 14.3 percent of the-
.

projects.
._ .

3; Evaluation andasiessment was the outcome or product of 314 projects
(12.8 percent).

14



4... Thesethree'categories of products and outcomes promise to impact
directly on programs and constitute 63.5 percent of the .
ss
. .

tate-- administered program improvement investment.

TABLE "VI
2RODUCTS AND OUTCOMES OF PROJECTS

Primary
-Product /Outcome

Number of
'Projects

Obligated
Funds

Percent of
. Funding

Curriculum and Instructional
Products 534 14,281;000 36.4

Personnel Training (Inservica) 247 5,671,000 14.3

Evaluation and Assessment 214 5;024,000 12.8

":.

Technical Reports and Monographs 191 4;662;060 11.9

Progrft Models and Feasibility .

Studies 176. 3;878;000 9.9

Management and PolicY InformAtion :80 2,515,000 6.4

Information Not Available 35 1,433;000 2.9
-.-

Personnel Counseling 38 748,000 ' 1.9

Other 1 455,000 1.3

Consortiums and Netiiotks 19 a 419,000 1.1 .

= Placement 18 435 ;000 1.1

TOTALS . 1,560 39,207;000* 100.0

*
Actual total is $39,205,436.00; difference due to rounding.

r

C.
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CONCLUSIONS

Several_ conclusions about the state progriM improvement effoft can.be
drawn from the information collected and organized by the Clearinghouse foi.TY
1978 -and FY 1979.

_

1. The reporting system is working. Information is flowing from the
state research coordinating units to the National Center diearinghouse
on_a regular basis. States have assured tbe Clearinghouse staff that
All projects under Sections 131, 132 And 133 havelheen reported.

2. More funds are -being-obligated for support services than for program
.

Improvement.- State program improvement projects lunded under Sections
1311132 and_133 represent $39,205,436'or 17.5 percent of the total

-saMount.allocated .to_the.stateS foi program improvement and support
serices. It is surmised that 'the remaining 82.5,percent'is being
ogated_fdr_ the support services specified in Sections -134; 135 and
'136i and possibly.for the administration of. the state research__
coordinating-units when this is'nnt reported as a project. States
vary in -theproportion of funds they devoted; to program improvement.

3. Collectively, the states are obligating about equal amounts on
research*. innovative_and exemplary, and curriculum development.
products. Individual'states, however, are extremelly'variable'in this
respect, some choosing to fund no projects in certain.lcategories.

4. The=Amount obligated for each project is_extremely.liariable. There is
a wide range in project size within-and between states. The average-
funding.per project is $2-5;131. The range is from $366 to $649060.

5. States=are being-r-esponsiVe-to-federgl4riOrities. over 80 pereent of
° the state program improveMent projectswereconducted in problem areas44

related to federal adMinistrative and legislative priorities.

6. State programimprovement=projects=havefocused on:eVery educational
level. Over444,Percent of the state program improvement obligations
have been at postsecondary; aduit=and combined secendary-postsecondary
levels. Other projects haVe-focused on Ieveinfrom kindergarten to
grade 12.

7. State program improvement projects are being condo gal
agencies_and institutions at every level. Only 13.4 percent of the

. state pr6'gram improvement funds go to projects done by other than
.° educational:agencies._ The largest stare _of the work is,heing_done by
four-yeai college:A and universities (33.5 pecent), local educational'
agencies (28.6 percent),-and two-year colleges (13.4 percent.)

4-
8. The greatest number of=prOjects have focused' directly on improvement

Of instzuCtion (i.e., curriculuwand_Instruction projettsi_534;
personnel training, 247;-and evaluation and assessment, 214).



_quality, redundancy, and programmatic aspects of state program improvement
projects:have not yet been examined.. Also; there is need to examine how
states_are_setting program improvement priorities, incorporating these into
comprehensive state plans_, and foj.lowing'through with appropriate sequences of
research, curriculuql development,. demonstration, personnel development, and
statewide implementation.



.

IMMACATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

.

The implications which can be drawn from the conclusiOns have_bearing on
R&D policy developdent at federal and state levels, on detision making related
to R&D operationsatbothlevela, and on practices at every. level,:The
recommendations which spring from the implications suggest new or adjulted
policies, procedures, and practices;

Implications
7 t

.

le-- he reporting system, while working -could be more efficient and
;-effective. Not all projects_ nor all data elements_ for_projects haVe
been reported. _Further)_it has.teRen repeated urging.before'some
states responded with submission of project abstracts,

2. Littleisknovm=aboutsupport services-an -aditimintrative-activItlea
funded_under=PT.L_,94t482. Cdrrently,-1-stated are not required. to
submit information about guidancei_prSdnnel diVelopdenti_or sex
equity activities' unded under Sections-134, 136. This
'represents:apprOicimately 82;5 pereent'of all discretionary program_`
improvedieni and support service activities in the states.

3. States report program improvement activities in three categories
(i.e.; research, innovative and exemplary, and curriculum
development); ,but. there-is little difference :in thedesign of.some,Of
the projectsjiseigned to_different Categories.. ExaminatiOn of project
abstracts reveals that .there is -an uncertdin mix of:attivitiesfunded'
under each of the categoried. State personnel mayi,rmgard-,jhtegqty, of
the categoriesas7dniMpbrtant.:or may.Jie fUndingthe'proposals received
in each esteogryregardless of dethodology.because there are no other
optionie

,

4. shies- have strategies- for-programitProvement as manifested
in-Ai fferen-fund-itig patternM:end-levele. Thesize.of_projects end
theproportion of projects in each category'vary'considerably by
state; It is:apparent that many states have encouraged. different
Weems and levels; '"'

5. I 111 I

significant prob1n's y .be_increaing the chance of vIab1e solutions
through diverSityl on the_ather_haraWthese=independent decisions_may
be decreasIng he chance of programmatic approaches and Increasing
unplanned duplication.



Recommendations

1. The-tenpOnsibility of research coordinating:units to supply
-informatian-abbat-program improvement projects should be further
'clarified_and-reinforced. The legiSlation and adMinistrative'_
regulations' regarding submittal of. projeCt.infoimition should be
explicit. Responsibility fer.enforcemen Of these regUlations
should be assumed by the Federal agency.througbinformation,
training, and sanctions (if necessary).

2. Training should be provided to r
to improve their ability to organize,- prepare-and submit accurate
project information.

I

The-project- information (i.e., tracking) system should be expanded to
ACCOMModateinfermation about support. service and.. administrative
activities in the states. At the present only 17.5 percent of the
program improvement and support' service activity is reported.

4. -A-_study-af-the-results (i.e., project outcomes and_products)of
varioUtfunding-pgarns-and levels would be useful. While some
states'undoubtedly seek specific outcomes via certain patterns and
levels, others may be less rational.

5. The planning_ of muiti-stitemulti=year=coapojnitivi-R&D-efforon
nationally. significant problems _shoUld7be_encouraged. The initial,

planning undertaken ir. late 1979 exemplifiesthis recommendation.

a
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FY 1978-197 STATE ADMINISTERED PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

STATE

Alabama

Alaki

Arizona

Arkansas

California

22

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

'District of Columbia

Florida

Georgia

Hawaii

Idaho

Illinois

Indiana

Iowa

Kansas

Kentucky

Louiiiana

Maine

Sec. 131,
. Sec, 132

, _Sec. 133

Noi of No, of _No. of

Projects _Amount_ Projects-Amount Projects Amount .

11

_9

20

21,691

'103,510

181,$91

1,319,567

9

7

10

12

88,701

5,321

132002

278,305

558,34

sago

7 56,7'02

13 140,064

22 889,794

10 182,760 2 24,423 2 85;000

18 113,061 1 125,976 1. 40,159

3 . 22,697 2 39,280

4 315,273

27 1,086,694 11 149,261 12 676,043

8 465,322 4 162,956

3 25,410 3 16,500

7 32;892 11 148,385 4 25,967

51 1,622;041 53. 2,011,178 30 617,266

24 542,978 20 930;371 3 69,913

15 _481,230 5 8i501 27 ,278,390

13 )129,896 5 83;315 13 104,155

7 155,881 14 274,610

7 159,376 5 104,952 2 53,704

2 40,524 1 7,850

Maryland , 16 137,038 28 227,537' 21 422,888

Massachusetts 7 .2531019 2 , 343;383 5 364,226

Michigan 4 137,000 1 ', 55,000 6 673,250

Minnesota ' 17 477,467 6 111256 13 , 235,282

Mississippi 5 186,720 4 100,093 1 335,662

1MMIE.M....601=111ilwm1MINI

TOTALS

No. of

Projects Amount

10 138,701

10 _83,714

31 376,176

19 460,196

54 2,767,715

14 292,183,

26 279,196

5 61,977

4 315,273

50 1,911;998

12 628,278

6 41,910

22 207,244

134 4,250,485

47 1,543,262

47 842,121

31 317,366

21. 90,491

14 318,032

3 48;374

65 787;463

i4 961;228

11 865,250
36

824,005,

10 622,475

23
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FY 1978-1979 STATE ADMINISTERED PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS

Sec. 131 Sec. 132 Sec. 133

(Res-eareh) (Exemplary) (Curriculum).

No. of No. of _No. of

STATE 'rajects ,--Amoun Projects Amount Projects Amount

Missouri

Montaaa

Nebraska,

NiVida.

NeW Hampshire

NeW Jersey

New Mextco

New Uric

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

Rhode Island

South Carolina

South Dakota

Tennessee

Texas

Utah

Vermont

Virginia

Washington

Wait Virginia

Wisconsin

Wyoming

Pugh° Rico

18 106,797 2 48,530

5 25,069 7 157,489

2,826

112,998

11 178,24i 20, 408,141 16

6 96,02 5 329;521 3'

35 1,096,940 14 . 425,824 42

5 192.,;504. 2 6022

7 28;617 12 66;956. 10

79 2,502,339

18,227 3 54,728 1

7 51,768 22 314,429 8

30. '717,217 44 637,442 49

3; 1;444 4 60,152 2

3 66;295

1 25,000 2

3 82,568 20

39 1,461,350 35

2 34,000 2

4 39,730

13 404,176

11 75,345

12 186,840

13 154,638

1 10,000

218,000

456,707

1,081,003

28,896

TOTALS

No. of

Projects Amount

,20

13,143 16

54,621

17,300

4

155,327

195,701

54,621

112,998

20,126

'241002 47 . 827,387

93;115 ..14 518;660

1 546;747 '91 3;069,511

7 198;526

46,000 29, 141,573

79. 2,502,339'

2,100 8 75,055

61,376 37 427,573

653,331 123, 2,007,993

1,370 9 p,966

3 66,295

1 10,000 4 253,000

6 178;058 29 717 ;333

21 2,404,620 95 4,946,973

62;896

6 56,718 2

3 .84,929 38

15 , 115,756 _5

20 240,963 20

6 16 154,257 40

25 157,210

7,600 12 104,068

950,308 '54 1,389,413

31,412 31 222,513

160,816 52 588,619

538,04 59 847,099

94,528

6

1

167,210.

94,528

TOTALS, 516, 13,161,524 577 13 593,187 467 12,450,725 1560 39,205,436


